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Despite persistent and documented issues regarding hazing, scholarly attention remains limited. 
A review of the literature revealed the majority of studies focused on student perceptions and 
behavior. Faculty and staff, specifically student club and organization advisors, should be 
involved with the prevention of hazing, too, but first there must be an understanding of the 
perceptions and issues that challenge them. The purpose of this descriptive, cross-sectional, 
nonexperimental study was to examine student organization advisors’ awareness and perceptions 
of West Virginia Antihazing Law, awareness of hazing on their campuses, and responses if 
hazing were to occur. The study was administered to student organization advisors from 18 four-
year colleges and universities in West Virginia. Selected participants included faculty, staff, and 
volunteers officially registered with the college or university in the role of a club or organization 
advisor. The sample size was 233 for a response rate of 32.8%. Data indicated the majority of 
student organization advisors were aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law. Although some 
student organization advisors believed the law was ineffective in the prevention of hazing, there 
was evidence suggesting the contrary. Advisors who were not at all aware of West Virginia 
Antihazing Law were more likely to disagree that prohibited behaviors are hazing. Data further 
demonstrated a need to address misperceptions; reduce disagreements as to what constitutes 
hazing; and provide targeted efforts for faculty, staff, and volunteers specifically, including 







Reports of hazing at higher education institutions have increased tremendously, while 
incidents are becoming more demeaning, more violent, and much more sexual (Finkel, 2002; 
Flanagan, 2014; Lenskyj, 2004; Lipkins, 2006; McGlone, 2009; Robinson, Johnson, & Holman, 
2004). In spite of the implementation of hazing legislation in 44 states (Crow & McGlone, 2018; 
Hightower, 2013; Somers, 2007), the number of deaths as a result of hazing, pledging, and 
initiation accidents is alarming and epidemic (Hollmann, 2002; Holmes, 2013). These deaths are 
connected to liability concerns in higher education (MacLachlan, 2000; McGlone, 2009; 
Meriwether, 2015; Owen, Burke, & Vichesky, 2008; Parks, Jones, Ray, Hughey, & Cox, 2013). 
Several high-profile incidents show hazing is a widespread problem on campuses across the 
country (Drout & Corsoro, 2003; Hall, 2009; Hollmann, 2002; McGlone, 2009; Parks, 2017a; 
Stoker, 2005) and in West Virginia (Ganim, 2015; Palmer, 2015).  
On November 12, 2014, Nolan M. Burch, a West Virginia University freshman, gathered 
with 19 of his fraternity pledge brothers for an initiation ceremony known as Big Brother, Little 
Brother. That night, 20 pledges each received a bottle of liquor from a senior member, and 
during the ceremony, Burch quickly consumed a lethal amount of alcohol and later died in the 
hospital (Buffalo News Staff, 2015). Two fraternity members were charged with misdemeanors 
for hazing (Parks, 2017a). West Virginia University then faced a wrongful death lawsuit from the 
Burch family for failing to prevent their son’s death (Lakamp, 2016).  
Davis and Elkins College in Elkins, West Virginia was under federal investigation 
following a complaint from a former baseball player asserting the college did not act on his 





incident, and no disciplinary action followed. Charleston, West Virginia attorney, Lee Javins, 
further suggested, “There’s evidence of an epidemic within the baseball team that a number of 
upperclassmen engaged in sexual violence toward a number of freshmen under the general 
heading of hazing—like a welcome to the team” (Mays, 2014, p. A1). A former Davis and Elkins 
baseball player who “admitted to various hazing acts and being the ringleader” (Palmer, 2015, 
para. 3) pleaded no contest to hazing, a misdemeanor in West Virginia, and was sentenced to 2 
years of supervised probation. 
Many people recognize hazing when it results in physical harm (Maxwell, 2018). Hazing 
that occurs on college and university campuses has numerous negative consequences, including 
psychological and physical harm and, in extreme cases, even death (Allan & Madden, 2006; 
Campo, Poulos, & Sipple, 2005; Chamberlin, 2014; Drout & Corsoro, 2003; Finkel, 2002; 
Hollmann, 2002; Lee-Olukoya, 2010; Owen et al., 2008; Van Raatle, Cornelius, Linder, & 
Brewer, 2007). Hoover and Pollard (1999) defined hazing as “any activity expected of someone 
joining or participating in a group that humiliates, degrades, abuses, or endangers them 
regardless of a person’s willingness to participate” (p. 8).  
To quantify the issue, 30% of marching band members have observed hazing (Silveira & 
Hudson, 2015), while 55% of students involved in a student organization have experienced 
hazing (Allan & Madden, 2008) compared to 67% of students, as found in a study conducted by 
Owen et al. (2008). Additionally, college athletes are another group with high amounts of hazing, 
as reported by approximately 250,000 students (Hoover, 1999). 
According to findings from the National Study of Student Hazing, 25% of coaches and 
organization advisors were believed to be aware of their group’s hazing behaviors (Allan & 





hazing incidents (Silveira & Hudson, 2015). Lipkins (2006) discovered 75% of people believe 
coaches and authority figures are aware of hazing occurring within their communities. Holman 
and Johnson (2013) revealed a widespread perception that adult leaders were aware of hazing 
behaviors yet turned a blind eye. Ellsworth (2006) asserted one reason it may be difficult for 
higher education administrators to take action against hazing is because there is a lack of 
understanding about how to identify and prevent such incidents. When campus faculty, 
administrators, staff, and affiliates are aware of, witness, or participate in hazing, it creates 
liability, risk, and calamity for campuses (Somers, 2007). Most policy, education, and prevention 
efforts are aimed at students; however, studies that expand beyond the student population are 
limited (Marchell & Bureau, 2007). The current study, as recommended by Allan and Madden 
(2008), examined hazing perceptions of faculty, administrators, and staff, specifically those 
responsible for advising recognized student organizations. 
Background 
Institutions of higher education host numerous student organizations that haze members 
(Cimino, 2013; Novak, 2015; Nuwer, 2004). These student organizations include fraternities, 
sororities, athletic teams, club sports, intramural teams, marching bands, spirit groups, military 
groups, performing arts organizations, honor societies, and community service clubs (Allan & 
Madden, 2008; Campo et al., 2005; Hollmann, 2002; Hoover & Pollard, 1999; Novak, 2014; 
Richardson, 2014; Somers, 2007; Waldron, 2012). In addition, Lipkins (2006) reported debate 
teams and religious groups also hazed members. The variety of hazing behaviors taking place in 
these organizations included humiliation, isolation, sleep deprivation, engaging in or simulating 
sex acts, alcohol consumption, and drinking games (Allan & Madden, 2012; Hoover & Pollard, 





assault, burns, depression, posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), and heat stroke (Finkel, 2002). 
Hazers and hazees may suffer social and psychological consequences, including anxiety, 
depression, and suicidal ideation (Pollard, 2018).  
From 1838 to 2014, there were at least 182 student deaths related to hazing, initiation, 
and pledging-related accidents (Nuwer, 2014). Hazing remains a problem on college campuses, 
and student affairs professionals must confront the issue directly (Owen et al., 2008). According 
to Allan and Madden (2008), more than half of college students involved in student 
organizations or teams experienced hazing. The authors further contended university officials 
who are motivated to address the issues of hazing are often frustrated by a campus culture where 
hazing practices are acceptable or tolerated (Allan & Madden, 2008). Furthermore, courts are 
finding universities accountable for the injuries students sustain when officials are aware hazing 
is occurring (McGlone, 2009; Somers, 2007).  
Legislation 
Lipkins (2006) reported, “There are no government agencies that accept reports of hazing 
and no agencies that provide counseling and protective services” (p. 7). Prompted by hazing 
injuries and deaths, state legislators have implemented legislation to address hazing on college 
and university campuses (Hall, 2009; Hennessy & Huson, 1998; McGlone & Schaefer, 2008). 
Some state laws focus on only physical injury to individuals, while other state laws include 
psychological harm and humiliation (Johnson & Holman, 2004; Parks, 2017b). State laws also 
vary on whether consent of the person is included in the definition of hazing. “Twenty states’ 
statutes explicitly bar the defense that the victim consented to being hazed” (Chamberlin, 2014, 
p. 943), and Parks and Southerland (2013) posited West Virginia’s Antihazing Law “provides a 





Forty-four states have antihazing laws (Parks, Jones, & Hughey, 2014; Parks & 
Southerland, 2013). Only Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Mexico, South Dakota, and Wyoming 
do not have legislation outlawing hazing (HazingPrevention.Org, 2015). State laws are being 
enforced through fines and/or incarceration (Hennessy & Huson, 1998; Richardson, 2014). Most 
states with criminal laws regarding hazing do not require student organization advisors, coaches, 
or administrators to “proactively try to prevent hazing” (Crow & McGlone, 2018, p. 300). 
There is concern about the variations and uniformity among state statutes (Crow & 
McGlone, 2018; Hall, 2009; Hollmann, 2002; Somers, 2007). For example, according to 
Chamberlin (2014), “Hazing is either a violation or a misdemeanor, depending on whether there 
is an injury” (p. 943). In West Virginia, hazing is a misdemeanor and punishable by fines not less 
than one hundred dollars nor more than one thousand dollars or jail for no more than nine 
months (West Virginia Antihazing Law, 2019). 
Chamberlin (2014) investigated the outcomes of four prominent studies regarding hazing 
behaviors (i.e., Allan & Madden, 2008; Campo et al., 2005; Hoover & Pollard, 1999; Owen et 
al., 2008). When analyzing the combined data from each study, Chamberlin discovered 
complications comparing results as each researcher defined hazing differently. Therefore, for the 
purpose of this study, only the West Virginia Antihazing Law definition was used.  
Legal Definition 
Enacted on May 5, 1995, West Virginia Antihazing Law §18-16-1 defines hazing for 
institutions of higher education and student organizations. Hazing is any situation which 
endangers the mental or physical health or safety of another person, or causes another person to 
destroy or remove public or private property for the purpose of affiliation with, or as a condition 





Hazing includes, but is not limited to, “acts of a physical nature, such as whipping, 
beating, branding, required consumption of any food, liquor, drug or other substance, or any 
other required physical activity” (West Virginia Antihazing Law, 2019, para. 2). Mental stress 
includes “sleep deprivation, forced exclusion from social contact, required conduct which could 
result in extreme embarrassment, or any other required activity which could reasonably be 
deemed to adversely affect the mental health or dignity of the person” (West Virginia Antihazing 
Law, 2019, para. 2). The law further states “the implied or expressed consent or willingness of a 
person or persons to hazing shall not be a defense under this section” (West Virginia Antihazing 
Law, 2019, para. 2). 
Despite the state laws that exists to prevent hazing, the problem continues (Chamberlin, 
2014; Perkins, Zimmerman, & Janosik, 2011). Allan and Madden (2012) found differences 
between how students interpret hazing. Students who haze or have been hazed tend to justify 
their behavior and minimize the negative consequences. Furthermore, student perceptions of 
what constitutes hazing were often inconsistent with institutional or legal definitions (Silveira & 
Hudson, 2015). Hazing is a complex issue and remains relatively secretive (Richardson, 2014). 
Morgan (1998) added “hazing is pervasive and insidious, [sic] it is the responsibility of colleges 
to protect their students and monitor the activity of any organization allowed on campus” (p. 2). 
Problem Statement 
 Despite the persistent and documented issues regarding hazing, scholarly attention 
remains relatively limited (Parks et al., 2014; Richardson, 2014). Scholars disagree as to what 
constitutes hazing (Crow & Macintosh, 2009; Knutson, Akers, Ellis, & Bradley, 2011; Marchell 
& Bureau, 2007; Parks & Southerland, 2013; Somers, 2007). Sutton, Letzring, Terrell, and Poats 





practices that define the term” (p. 35). Recognizing the need for a better explanation, Owen et al. 
(2008) proposed student affairs professionals conduct research at their own institutions to 
examine hazing culture. 
Too often there are complaints that hazing definitions are confusing and not explicit 
enough or there are disagreements about whether certain activities violate conduct standards. The 
same is true for state laws which do not provide unified definitions. Inconsistent definitions 
complicate hazing prevention efforts and discourage progress (Crow & Macintosh, 2009; 
Hollmann, 2002). 
A recommendation from Allan and Madden (2008) and Swick-Duttine (2018) was for 
student affairs professionals to broaden the groups targeted for hazing prevention initiatives and 
include multiple partners working together (e.g., faculty, administrators, staff). Similarly, 
Ellsworth (2006) and Brooks (2013) suggested future research examine the definitions and 
perceptions of hazing “through the eyes” of faculty, administrators, and staff, as this group of 
university employees, especially student organization advisors, can be held responsible for the 
consequences of hazing behavior (Arnold, 2005; Lipkins, 2006; Weddle, 2004). Ellsworth 
(2006) asserted “despite evidence that suggest higher education administrators should take action 
against hazing activities, staff continue to confront confusion, myths, and misperceptions” (p. 
47). 
According to Campo et al. (2005), beliefs, attitudes, and norms regarding hazing have 
been understudied, and Allan and Madden (2006) contended professional staff remain 
uninformed. Campo et al. (2005) advocated for increased education in hazing prevention efforts, 
but stressed a holistic approach. Langford (2008) and Marchell and Bureau (2007) proposed this 





stakeholders, including faculty and staff, which implies faculty and staff perceptions of hazing 
should be in agreement with university policies and state laws.  
Research Questions 
Faculty and staff, specifically student organization advisors, should be involved with the 
prevention of hazing, but first there must be an understanding of their perceptions and issues that 
challenge them. A review of the literature revealed the majority of studies focused on student 
perceptions and behavior; therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate the following: 
RQ1. To what degree are organization advisors aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law?  
RQ2. What are organization advisors’ perceptions regarding West Virginia Antihazing 
Law? 
RQ3. Are organization advisors aware of hazing on their campuses? 
RQ3. To what degree are organization advisors willing to act if hazing were to occur? 
Significance of the Study 
This research will contribute to the understanding of hazing shared by university faculty 
and staff in the state of West Virginia. Current research relating to faculty and staff perceptions 
of hazing is limited. This study is important because it will provide state lawmakers with 
research-based data on the level of understanding about the effectiveness of West Virginia 
Antihazing Law. As elected officials are responsible for making and enforcing laws, the data 
may influence how WV Code stipulates hazing definitions, enforcement, and consequences. This 
study will address the need, if any, for legislation to address risky behavior on university 
campuses. The results will also aid decision makers concerning the allocation of state funding 





This study presents university administrators with recommendations for effective 
strategies and policies to prevent or reduce hazing-related injury and death, litigation, and 
damage to institutions’ reputations. As administrators are charged with supporting the 
institutional missions and values, this research presents insight for crafting risk management 
strategies and policies. This study addresses recommendations for decisions on funding, resource 
allocations and staffing, and direct efforts to begin, sustain, or improve hazing prevention 
initiatives. 
This research will assist student affairs practitioners, charged with the responsibility for 
protecting the well-being of students, in identifying issues and guiding hazing-related training, 
awareness, resource management, and intervention techniques. Student affairs practitioners must 
manage and reduce risk through various policies and educational initiatives. Implications 
discussed in this study will help student affairs practitioners determine whether there is a need to 
address misperceptions, reduce disagreements as to what constitutes hazing, and provide targeted 
efforts for student organization advisors. Faculty and staff may use recommendations to help 
clarify their understanding of shared responsibility in regard to hazing prevention. Finally, the 
researcher will contribute to the understanding of hazing perceptions to expand research-based 
prevention and education efforts. 
Delimitations 
There were limitations in the design and implementation of this study that may have 
influenced the results. The study was restricted to student organization advisors at nonprofit, 
public and private, 4-year colleges and universities in West Virginia. This may limit the ability to 
generalize the results to colleges and universities in all 50 states, including states with different 





Two-year community colleges, for-profit, vocational, and special-focus institutions were 
not included in this research. Community colleges are primarily nonresidential, with students 
who tend to work part- or full-time and find it difficult to participate in campus activities (Chang, 
2002). Furthermore, students at 2-year colleges had lower levels of participation in student 
organizations (Chang, 2002).  
Limitations 
The cross-sectional research design limited data to a specific point in time. The timing of 
the survey was chosen to coincide with the beginning of the academic year. Cross-sectional data 
may not reveal changes in perceptions and awareness throughout an academic year. West 
Virginia Antihazing Law was amended in February 2019 and publicized in statewide 
newspapers, which may have influenced results.  
Hazing is often hidden or misconstrued as tradition, and those who perpetuate the 
practice are reluctant to discuss the issue in a public setting. Therefore, since survey results rely 
on self-reported measurers, social desirability is a concern. Student organization advisors may 
have been unwilling to participate or provided information viewed as more socially desirable, 








This chapter presents literature related to the purpose of this study, which is to examine 
student organization advisors’ awareness and perceptions of West Virginia Antihazing Law, 
awareness of hazing on their campuses, and responses if hazing were to occur. This review 
presents the historical aspects of hazing, definitions of hazing, the legal environment regarding 
universities, and the student organization advisor. This chapter concludes with a discussion of 
social ecological theory and bystander intervention, which serve as the theoretical foundations 
for this research.  
History of Hazing 
Hazing behaviors have been practiced for centuries as reported by Finkel (2002); to 
understand the pervasiveness of hazing, it is beneficial to explore the historical origins. 
Investigative journalist, Hank Nuwer, has researched and covered hazing incidents since 1978. 
Best known for his scholarly works on the topic of hazing in society, Nuwer presented the most 
thorough history of hazing available in the literature. Plato, the Greek philosopher, who founded 
the Academy in Athens, “likened the savagery of young boys to the acts of ferocious beasts” 
(Nuwer, 1999, p. 92). Incidents included practical jokes that injured victims and civilians who 
interfered. In ancient Greece and Rome, “there were special mentoring relationships that required 
servitude, kidnapping, and sexual favors” (Lipkins, 2006, p. 3). 
During the fourth century, Augustine of Hippo wrote of his experience with the 
“Overturners,” a group who tormented and taunted newcomers. In the sixth century, Byzantine 





end the hazing of first-year law students by issuing a decree outlawing the practice” (Nuwer, 
1999, p. 93). 
During the Middle Ages, “hazing was a common scourge that universities failed to 
eradicate” (Nuwer, 1999, p. 93). For young men to gain status, they were subjected to indignities 
and brutal hazing. Hazing rituals became the norm and were widely accepted as a way to teach 
precedence and weed out those viewed as less physically and mentally capable (Lipkins, 2006; 
Trota, Johnson, Johnson, & Holman, 2004). Newcomers felt the need to prove themselves 
worthy and eagerly participated as a way to show strength and determination “to survive 
symbolic ordeals” (Nuwer, 1999, p. 98). The newcomer was viewed as uncivilized and one that 
needed to be polished before accepted as an equal peer (Kershner, 1977).  
In 1340, the University of Paris prohibited hazing by threatening expulsion. Freshman 
were referred to as “bec jaune,” or yellow beak, and were exposed to abuse, jokes, and extortion 
(Kershner, 1977). Conversely, “in the sixteenth century, Martin Luther supported hazing, 
claiming that it strengthened the student and prepared him for the obstacles of adulthood” 
(Lipkins, 2006, p. 3). At Harvard, in 1684, the first student was sanctioned for hazing. The 
charge was assault and requiring servitude. By the 18th century, “personal servitude became an 
inescapable part of every first-year student’s life at Harvard” (Nuwer, 1999, p. 101). Personal 
servitude also became the norm at Yale and William College (Trota et al., 2004). 
In England, during the 19th century, the practice of “fagging” was common. This practice 
was legal and encouraged by faculty (Lipkins, 2006). Newcomers were required to be personal 
servants to senior students, which led to “bullying, permanent injury, deaths, and suicides” 
(Kershner, 1977, p. 4). European practices made their way to the New World, and at Yale and 





al., 2004). Although English fagging was based on personal servitude, “American hazing 
stressed crude pranks” (Kershner, 1977, p. 4).  
The first known deaths that occurred as a result of class hazing, initiation, and pledging-
related accidents in the United States took place at Franklin Seminary in Kentucky in 1838 and 
Amherst College in 1847 (Nuwer, 2014). Harmful pranks and dangerous initiation practices 
spread to other universities and colleges, including Cornell University, the University of 
Michigan, Franklin and Marshall, Indiana University, and the University of Texas. Throughout 
the remainder of the 20th century, hazing activities continued to flourish (Lipkins, 2006, p. 4). In 
1894, New York became the first state to criminalize hazing (Alvarez, 2015). As late as 1960, 
first-year students at Georgetown University were required to wear beanies and conspicuous 
apparel normally not in good taste. 
Hazing Defined 
The task to define hazing is complicated (Crow & McGlone, 2018; Hollmann, 2002). 
There are several definitions found in the literature, which make it difficult to directly compare 
overall hazing behavior (Alvarez, 2015; Bauer et al. 2015; Chamberlin, 2014). According to 
Merriam-Webster, hazing is defined as “the action of hazing; especially: an initiation process 
involving harassment” and “the practice of playing unpleasant tricks on someone or forcing 
someone to do unpleasant things (“Hazing,” n.d.). The Report and Educate About Campus 
Hazing (REACH) Act introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives on June 16, 2017, 
proposed a national definition of hazing (Rushton, 2017). The REACH Act recommended to 
amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 by adding: 
The term “hazing” means any intentional, knowing, or reckless act committed by a 





in concert with other persons, against another student, that--- (I) was committed in 
connection with an initiation into, an affiliation with, or the maintenance of membership 
in, any organization that is affiliated with such institution of higher education; and (II) 
contributes to a substantial risk of physical injury, mental harm, or degradation or causes 
physical injury, mental harm or personal degradation (U.S. Congress, 2017, pp. 2-3).  
The understanding of the definition of hazing is uncertain among researchers and others 
(Crow & Macintosh, 2009). Hank Nuwer (2000), best known for his expertise concerning 
hazing, defines hazing as committing acts against an individual or forcing an individual into 
committing an act in order for the individual to be initiated into or affiliated with an 
organization. Trota et al. (2004) proposed hazing is a rite of passage necessary for neophytes to 
enter the next level of their lives. Hazing is considered the induction costs; this is the necessary 
part to become a legitimate group member (Cimino, 2011).  
Although scholarly attention remains relatively limited, a shared definition among 
researchers has emerged, and this definition has been used by Allan and DeAngelis (2004); Van 
Raatle, Cornelius, Linder, and Brewer (2007); Johnson, Miller, Johnson, and Holman (2004); 
Kowalski and Waldron (2010); Lipkins (2006); Parks and Southerland (2013); Pollard (2018); 
Somers (2007); and Waldron (2012). Dr. Nadine Hoover is a principle investigator of the Alfred 
University’s National Survey: Initiation Rites and Athletics for NCAA Sports teams. She defined 
hazing as 
any activity expected of someone to join a group that has the potential to humiliate, 
degrade, abuse or endanger a person regardless of his or her willingness to participate in 





parties with community games, or going out with your teammates, unless an atmosphere 
of humiliation, degradation, abuse or danger arises. (Hoover, 1999, p. 8)  
Forty-four states have statutes criminalizing hazing, yet there is no common definition of 
hazing among them (Alvarez, 2015; Parks, 2017b). Enacted May 5, 1995, West Virginia 
Antihazing Law §18-16-2 states:  
Hazing means to cause any action or situation which recklessly or intentionally endangers 
the mental or physical health or safety of another person or persons or causes another 
person or persons to destroy or remove public or private property for the purpose of 
initiation or admission into or affiliation with, or as a condition for continued 
membership in, any organization the members of which are primarily students or alumni 
of an institution of higher education. The term includes, but is not limited to, acts of a 
physical nature, such as whipping, beating, branding, required consumption of any food, 
liquor, drug, or other substance, or any other forced physical activity which could 
reasonably be deemed to adversely affect the physical health and safety of the person or 
persons so treated, and includes any activity which would subject the person or persons 
so treated to extreme mental stress, such as sleep deprivation, forced exclusion from 
social contact, required conduct which could result in extreme embarrassment, or any 
other required activity which could reasonably be deemed to adversely affect the mental 
health or dignity of the person or persons so treated, or any willful destruction or removal 
of public or private property: Provided, That the implied or expressed consent or 
willingness of a person or persons to hazing may not be a defense under this section. 





Chamberlin (2014) investigated the outcomes of four prominent research studies 
regarding hazing behaviors. When analyzing this combined data from Hoover and Pollard 
(1999), Campo et al. (2005), Owen et al. (2008), and Allan and Madden (2008), Chamberlin 
(2014) discovered “each study defined hazing differently, which makes it impossible to directly 
compare the overall hazing rates” (p. 931). Therefore, for the purpose of this study, only the one 
definition of the West Virginia Antihazing Law definition will be used. 
Hazing Research 
Researchers at Alfred University conducted a national survey of college athletes, 
coaches, and staff members at National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) institutions in 
1999. This study was the first significant research conducted to quantify hazing. Hoover (1999) 
concluded  
more than a quarter of a million [students out of the 325,000 participants] experienced 
some form of hazing to join a college athletic team, one of five was subjected to 
unacceptable and potentially illegal hazing, and half were required to participate in 
drinking contests or alcohol-related hazing. (p. 6)  
Hazing incidents were classified into four categories: (a) acceptable behaviors (only 
positive activities); (b) questionable behaviors (humiliating or degrading activities, but no 
dangerous or potentially illegal activities); (c) alcohol-related activities (drinking contests, 
exclusive of other dangerous or potentially illegal activities); (e) unacceptable and potentially 
illegal behaviors (activities that carry a high probability of danger or injury or could result in 
criminal charges). Hoover and Pollard (1999) suggested “unacceptable initiation activities 





simulating sexual acts, being tied up, whipped, beaten, kicked, and being kidnapped or 
transported and abandoned” (p. 9).  
Sixty percent of respondents indicated they would not report incidents of hazing. 
Furthermore, Hoover and Pollard (1999) revealed “coaches and administrators seemed aware of 
the positive initiation activities, and unaware of the prevalence of hazing and alcohol use while 
10% of the coaches reported that they know of any hazing on their campuses” (p. 13). The 
authors found only 25% of student athletes believed coaches get clear expectations for 
monitoring and enforcing hazing policy. According to Kowalski and Waldron (2010), students 
reported coaches participate in hazing or simply ignore it. Hollmann (2002) concluded hazing 
existed in more than just athletic teams and fraternities, and posited marching bands, student 
military groups, and spirit groups also haze.  
Research conducted by Campo et al. (2005) found 36% of students engaged in hazing, 
with a greater likelihood of participation from fraternity men, varsity athletes, campus leaders, 
and upperclassmen. These results corroborated findings from Allan and Madden (2012), which 
suggested there was a discrepancy between participating in hazing and labeling it as such. The 
authors suggested the discrepancy might be due to narrow definitions of hazing.  
Definitions of hazing are confusing and inconsistent, which contribute to the lack of 
commitment to address the problem. The lack of clear hazing definitions and policies has led to a 
culture where only egregious acts are labeled hazing (Knutson et al., 2011). Ellsworth (2006) 
studied definitions of hazing by student organization type. Results indicated fraternity men and 
sorority women have more knowledge concerning activities identified as hazing behavior 
(Ellsworth, 2006). Ellsworth concluded some activities were identified as hazing, regardless of 





consumption of alcohol, being struck by an object, being handcuffed, being branded, being 
forced to drink or eat substances not intended for human consumption, being forced to perform 
sexual acts, and being deprived of sleep.  
Allan and Madden (2008) surveyed 11,482 college students at 53 postsecondary 
institutions and revealed more than two thirds of students were aware of hazing behaviors in 
student groups on campus. Fifty-five percent of students involved in a student organization 
experienced hazing. Allan and Madden noted students did not label hazing activities as such and 
considered them part of the campus culture. Common hazing activities include personal 
servitude, drinking games, humiliation, consumption of vile substances, isolation, physical 
beatings, sexual simulation, and sleep deprivation (Allan, 2004; Allan & Madden, 2012). Data 
revealed hazing behaviors in a variety of organization types, including honor societies, marching 
bands, and academic clubs. The authors concluded 25% of those students experiencing hazing 
believed their coaches or advisors were aware of the activity (Allan & Madden, 2008).  
 As indicated in the National Study of Student Hazing and confirmed by Silveira and 
Hudson (2015), students are reluctant to report hazing. When provided a list of reasons, 37% of 
students indicated concern for getting the group in trouble as a reason for not reporting hazing. 
Further analysis revealed the following explanations for not reporting hazing: (a) minimization 
of hazing, (b) being hazed is a choice, (c) rationalization, (d) normalization, (e) lack of 
awareness, and (f) disagreement with definitions of hazing (Allan & Madden, 2008). Silveira and 
Hudson’s results revealed 8% of band members aware of hazing activity reported the incident. 
When incidents were reported, they were reported to instructors and school administrators.  
Similarly, in their study of National Collegiate Athletic Association Division I marching 





reported their instructors were aware of the behavior. Holman and Johnson (2015) also revealed 
a perception that coaches were aware of hazing behavior and turned a blind eye. Duncan (2014) 
found 82% of coaches believed hazing was common, while 14% believed hazing was an 
important rite of passage. McGlone (2009) revealed most athletic administrators heard hazing 
was occurring. Van Raatle et al. (2007) suggested future “research focused on the attitudes and 
beliefs of athletes, coaches, and the administrators of collegiate sports programs may help 
identify strategies for reducing hazing” (p. 504).  
Hazing activities happen in public, both on and off campus. In addition, students are 
posting their hazing experiences via social media. Results of a study revealed “one in four 
[students] said it had occurred in a public space on campus and nearly half indicated the hazing 
had occurred during the day” (Allan & Madden, 2008, p. 24).  
Legal Viewpoint 
Relationships between higher education institutions and student organizations continue to 
evolve, while case law provides mixed rulings. As noted by Camputaro (2017), “The public 
often sees them as one entity, not distinguishing nuances of oversight, finances, or responsibility. 
From a legal standpoint, lines are often blurred” (para. 1). Somers (2007) discussed three eras of 
college and university liability. The first is in loco parentis or “in place of the parents” (p. 660). 
Until the 1960s and 1970s, colleges and universities were responsible for the welfare of the 
students in their care, as the courts determined they had authority over its students. The second 
era is the “no duty” rule. By the 1970s, courts viewed student as adults. Many considered that 
“The relationship between the college and the student as simply one that provides education 
only. The university is under no obligation of duty to control or govern the students’ behavior” 





Furek v. University of Delaware (1991). The court determined colleges and universities have a 
duty to protect their students when in situations that are dangerous and foreseeable.  
Jeffrey Furek became a freshman at the University of Delaware September 1979. At the 
beginning of his sophomore year, he pledged Sigma Phi Epsilon, one of only two fraternities 
located on land owned by the University. In the fall of 1980, Furek’s 8-week pledge period 
commenced. The pledge period consisted of various forms of hazing and concluded with a secret 
ritual known as “Hell Night.” On December 4, 1980, Hell Night began with pledges crawling to 
the fraternity house. The pledges were then escorted to different rooms to perform different 
humiliating and degrading tasks. In the kitchen, pledges were doused with various foods and 
cleaning fluid. However, Furek’s concoction included a lye-based oven cleaner that caused first 
and second-degree chemical burns on his neck and back.  
The court determined there was a breach of the duty owed since the university was aware 
hazing behavior occurred on campus in the past. It found the university was aware of the 
dangerous consequences of hazing as stated in the university’s policy against hazing, which 
specifically mentioned the penalties for violating the policy. The university’s attempt to control 
hazing through policy was said to constitute an assumed duty to protect its students from harm. 
The court also found the university had landowner liability in which the university owed a duty 
to its students to regulate and supervise against foreseeable dangerous activities (Furek v. 
University of Delaware, 1991). 
Kendrick Morrison was a freshman at Louisiana Tech when he first joined Kappa Alpha 
Psi Fraternity. He was physically beaten by the chapter president in a campus residence hall 
room and subsequently suffered injuries to his head and neck. Prior to Morrison’s incident, the 





not adequately respond. The court held the university had a duty to monitor behavior since they 
knew the fraternity engaged in hazing behavior. In addition, this prior knowledge created a duty 
to protect the plaintiff from hazing (Morrison v. Kappa Alpha Psi Fraternity, 1999). According 
to Somers (2007), there is no preferred way courts determine a university’s responsibilities; 
however, liability on the university can be expected when university officials are aware hazing 
occurred, there are policies against hazing, and there was a failure to prevent hazing. 
Bryan Yost, a freshman at Wabash College and pledge of a fraternity, filed a personal 
injury lawsuit for a hazing incident resulting in injuries. The hazing occurred at the Phi Kappa 
Psi fraternity house. Although Wabash College provided an advisor and owned the fraternity 
house, this was not enough to assume a duty to protect Yost. Although the type of supervision 
provided by staff members has been used against universities by the courts (Parks, Jones, & 
Hughey, 2013), in this case, the court determined there was no supervisory relationship (Yost v. 
Wabash College, 2014). Even though Wabash College prevailed, other courts have ruled against 
higher education institutions with similar situations. The increase in court cases against colleges 
and universities force administrators to reconsider their risk reduction protocol (Hall, 2009). 
The Student Organization Advisor 
Student organizations and clubs have a significant role in campus life and enhance the co-
curricular experience of students (Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher 
Education [CAS], 2015; Dunkel, Schuh, & Chrystal-Green, 2014). Administrators understand 
the “ability to attract and recruit new students may be greatly increased by the visibility and 
involvement of students in organizations” (Dunkel et al., 2014, p. 14). University marketing 
materials and websites frequently highlight the number of student organizations and 





organizations provide benefits for the campus community including increased recruitment and 
retention; however, there are challenges.  
The CAS (2015) created standards for campus activities programming areas and 
indicated universities must have a student organization registration policy. To register with the 
institution, student organization leaders follow similar procedures, while acknowledging 
expectations and benefits (Camputaro, 2017). Furthermore, the CAS (2015) insisted “every 
student organization has an advisor” (p. 12), and “advisors are knowledgeable of legal issues and 
institutional policies, especially regarding risk management” (p. 12).  
As opportunities for learning outside the classroom increase, universities are increasingly 
searching for faculty and staff members to advise student organizations (Tribbensee, 2004), and 
the responsibilities of advisors must be delineated by administration (National Center for Student 
Leadership, 2009). According to Dunkel et al. (2014), responsibilities could include attending 
organization meetings, meeting with organization officers as a group or individually, attending 
events, and traveling to conferences. The CAS (2015) further suggested advisors serve as 
advocates and liaisons between the institutions and students. 
Scholarly work concerning the advisement of student organizations is limited (Dahlgren, 
2017); however, there are data available on advisor involvement and student organization 
success (Hoppis, 2005), approaches to advising (DeSawal, 2007), and advisor motives to 
volunteer (Meyer, 2008). Together, this literature affirms the significant role of student 
organization advisors.  
When universities and colleges require student clubs and organizations to maintain an 
advisor who is responsible for ensuring the organization follows policies and procedures, the 





organization (Camputaro, 2017). If university officials, including advisors and coaches, have 
knowledge hazing occurred, and do not take responsibility to prevent it, liability for the 
university should be expected (National Center for Student Leadership, 2009; Somers, 2007). If 
student organization advisors ignore known hazing behavior or include the sentiment, “just don’t 
let me see it,” students will learn hazing is tolerated, as long as it is hidden (Maxwell, 2018). 
According to Maxwell (2018), knowledge of hazing behavior that is not investigated, taken 
seriously, or sanctioned, leads students to the perception hazing is “not a big deal” (p. 55). 
Incorrect assumptions influence student perceptions. New members may assume the advisor is 
aware hazing occurred, when in fact, the advisor is unaware. This false perception advisors are 
aware hazing occurred and do nothing to stop it permits students to believe hazing is a 
sanctioned activity and, therefore, harmless (Pollard, 2018). Challenges for the campus 
community, such as hazing, require collaborative approaches to encourage participation and 
education (Hall, 2009). 
Social Ecological Theory 
Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) ecological framework was first introduced in the 1970s, and 
theorized that to understand human behavior and development, the environment in which they 
live should be taken into account. Bronfenbrenner (1994) stated, “Human development takes 
place through processes of progressively more complex reciprocal interaction between an active, 
evolving biopsychological human organism and the persons, objects, and symbols in its 
immediate environment” (p. 38). 
In 1994, Bronfenbrenner described five ecological environments: (a) microsystems, (b) 
mesosystems, (c) exosystems, (d) macrosystems, and (e) chronosystems. Microsystems refer to 





Mesosystems explore the relationships between two or more settings. Exosystems pertain to the 
relationship between two or more settings, when at least one of the settings does not include the 
developing person. These settings include the family social network, local politics, and 
neighborhood-community contexts. Macrosystems consist of cultural belief systems, customs, 
and lifestyles. Chronosystems encompass the relationship between change over time and the 
environment. Highlighting the practicality of the social-ecological model as it relates to hazing 
prevention, Strawhun (2016) noted “social-ecological models have seldom been applied 
explicitly to hazing in academic studies” (p. 17). 
In 2007, the U.S. Department of Education’s Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse and 
Violence Prevention Center urged prevention specialists to incorporate environmental 
management strategies. The center’s vision is to create and maintain environments, which lead to 
safer, healthier, and legal student choices. To accomplish this, the center recommended a 
typology of campus-based prevention. The typology is based on the social ecological framework 
postulated by Daniel Stokols (DeJong et al., 2007). Social ecology, according to Stokols (1996), 
is a framework for examining the relationships among personal and environmental factors and 
was used to provide practical guidelines for community health promotion. Similar to 
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model of human behavior, the Higher Education Center’s typology 
for campus-based prevention included five levels. The factors were individual, group, institution, 
community, and state and federal public policy (DeJong et al., 2007). Individual factors referred 
to demographics such as gender, age, racial identity, values, and others. Group factors explored 
the relationships and social networks including family, peers, and coworkers. Institution factors 
pertained to the relationships among organizations, institutions, and family social networks. 





State and federal public policy encompassed the relationship between laws, policies, and the 
environment. 
Using the Higher Education Center’s framework, Langford (2008) suggested several 
recommendations for implementing hazing prevention initiates: (a) identify and address multiple 
contributing factors; (b) conduct a local analysis; (c) include prevention, early intervention, and 
response components; (d) use multiple, coordinated, and sustained strategies; (e) make sure 
programs, policies, and services are coordinated and synergistic; (f) ensure each component of 
the initiative has clearly defined goals and objectives informed by data and research; and (g) 
build collaborations.  
There are several areas of influence such as social and institutional factors contributing to 
hazing. These included individual, peer-to-peer, institutional, community, and societal factors 
examined by social ecological theory. According to Langford (2008), institutional factors 
included the existence and enforcement of campus-level hazing policies and adequate oversight 
of organizations by campus officials. State and federal factors include the presence and 
enforcement of state and federal hazing laws. Bureau and Marchell (2007) suggested hazing 
prevention should employ a comprehensive approach. In addition to hazers, prevention efforts 
should consider external environments, such as organization advisors, administrators, coaches, 
and parents.  
Bystander Behavior 
Bystander intervention focuses on the third-party observer, not the victim; it describes the 
stages influencing the bystander’s action or lack of action. There are six sequential steps in 
bystander intervention: (1) notice the behavior; (2) interpret the behavior as a problem; (3) feel 





action (Nickerson, Aloe, Livingston, & Feeley, 2014). Although bystander intervention 
framework has been applied to sexual misconduct, bullying, and alcohol abuse, “little attention 
has been paid to the notion of administrators as bystanders” (Bureau & Marchell, 2007, p. 8), 
specifically, when applied to hazing. The hope of bystander intervention education is to 
empower bystanders to become active agents of change. 
There are barriers during each bystander intervention stage. If an individual is unable to 
overcome these barriers, the successful progression to the next stage is not possible. According 
to Bureau and Marchell (2007), observers must first notice hazing. There is misunderstanding of 
what constitutes hazing (Knutson et al., 2011). Too many observers fail to label hazing behavior 
as such (Owen et al., 2008; Silveira & Hudson, 2015) and questionable activities go unnoticed. 
Observers assume hazing only occurs in athletics and fraternities, and do not consider 
questionable behaviors of performing arts organizations, community service groups, and 
academic clubs (Novak, 2014). Hazing conducted in secrecy is difficult to prevent (Hollmann, 
2002).  
The second step is to interpret hazing as a problem. Hazing behaviors may seem harmless 
but often set the stage for more serious and harmful conduct. There are also different perceptions 
of what is harmful to an individual (Allen, 2004). Questionable behavior is often regarded as a 
joke, normalized (Silveira & Hudson, 2015), dismissed as boys will be boys (Mechling, 2009), 
or labeled as tradition and dismissed (Nuwer, 1999). Too many observers fail to appreciate the 
power of peer pressure and view questionable behavior as voluntary, although state law clearly 
excludes this as a defense (West Virginia Antihazing Law, 2019). 
The third step is to feel responsibility for taking action, and “ethically, professionals need 





91). An important role of an advisor is to keep students safe and remaining silent promotes 
unacceptable or dangerous behavior (Waldron, 2012). Observers fail to take action for fear of 
social consequences (Silveira & Hudson, 2015). Others fail to report due to the bystander effect, 
which posited observers are less likely to act because of an assumed belief that others will take 
action (Darley & Latané, 1968). 
The fourth step is to know what to do. Problems arise when overseers are not adequately 
trained to handle situations or informed about options (Lipkins, 2006). Waldron (2012) 
suggested “action steps can consist of redirecting the planning of hazing, stopping the hazing, or 
taking action after the hazing” (p. 17). Other options are taking responsibility and confront the 
behavior or reporting to administrators, campus security, 911, or a hazing hotline 
(HazingPrevention.Org, 2015). 
The fifth step is to possess the capacity to act. Observers need confidence to intervene 
and should possess the necessary conflict resolution skills. Too many lack the training and 
resources to develop educational interventions (Bureau & Marchell, 2007). When barriers are 
removed, the final step will occur, which is taking action.  
Summary 
A prevalent theme throughout the literature is the complicated understanding of the 
definition of hazing. Although scholarly attention remains relatively limited, a shared definition 
among researchers has emerged. In spite of the increased use of a common definition, a number 
of studies defined hazing differently. When comparing results from multiple studies, the 
definition of hazing affects the generalizability of results. The 44 states that criminalize hazing 
have no common definition among them. Therefore, for this study, only one definition, the West 





organization advisors’ awareness and perceptions of hazing, awareness of hazing on their 








The purpose of this study was to examine student organization advisors’ awareness and 
perceptions of West Virginia Antihazing Law, awareness of hazing on their campuses, and 
responses if hazing were to occur. Chapter 1 detailed findings regarding student perceptions of 
advisor awareness of hazing activity and outlined further study, specifically involving the student 
organization advisor. To demonstrate the variety of hazing definitions in the literature, Chapter 2 
highlighted the complications of comparing hazing studies when researchers used different 
definitions.  
To compare student organization advisors’ perceptions from several colleges and 
universities, this study used one hazing definition applicable to all higher education institutions 
in West Virginia. This research will contribute to the understanding of hazing perceptions and 
will expand research-based prevention and education efforts. 
Research Questions 
Faculty and staff, specifically student organization advisors, should be involved in the 
prevention of hazing, but first there must be an understanding of their perceptions and issues that 
challenge them. A review of the literature revealed the majority of studies focused on student 
perceptions and behavior; therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate the following: 
RQ1. To what degree are organization advisors aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law?  
RQ2. What are organization advisors’ perceptions regarding West Virginia Antihazing 
Law? 
RQ3. Are organization advisors aware of hazing on their campuses? 






A quantitative research design reliant on the responses of student organization advisors 
was used for this study. Descriptive statistics compared student organization advisors’ 
perceptions of hazing, level of awareness of West Virginia Antihazing Law, awareness of hazing 
on campus, and responses if hazing were to occur. A descriptive, cross-sectional, 
nonexperimental design was most appropriate for this research. Descriptive statistics were used 
to compare and present the different degrees of awareness, knowledge, and perceptions in a 
convenient form. To examine advisors’ responses when hazing occurred, independent variables 
(awareness level, gender, organization type, length of advising) and dependent variables 
(advisors’ reactions) were identified. 
Population and Sample 
The study was administered to student organization advisors at 4-year colleges and 
universities in West Virginia. Colleges and universities in West Virginia were chosen because all 
institutions of higher education fall under the same statute, W. Va. Code §18-16-2, which defines 
hazing, and W. Va. Code §18-16-3, which lays out consequences for violations (Parks, 2017b).  
 According to the National Center for Education Statistics (n.d.), there are 44 Title IV, 
degree-granting colleges and universities in West Virginia. These institutions include 12 four-
year public colleges and universities, 10 two-year community and technical colleges, nine private 
colleges and universities, and 13 private for-profit colleges. Eighteen 4-year, public and private, 
not-for-profit colleges and universities were selected due to the robust nature of student life and 
number of student organizations. Two-year community colleges, for-profit, vocational, and 





Each college and university selected had an official student organization registration 
process and required a faculty or staff advisor. Selected participants included faculty, staff, and 
volunteers officially registered with the college or university in the role of a club or organization 
advisor. Student affairs departments responsible for the oversight of student clubs and 
organizations provided available student organization advisors’ names and email addresses. The 
researcher was able to collect email addresses for 739 student organization advisors and chose a 
purposive, total population sampling technique.  
Procedure 
Following IRB approval (see Appendix A), participants were emailed an invitation along 
with an introduction, explanation of the nature of the study, informed consent statement, and IRB 
approval information. The informed consent statement was included in the body of the email and 
participation was voluntary. Two follow-up emails reminding participants to complete the survey 
and/or thanking those who completed the survey were emailed. Data were collected fall 2019 
using a Qualtrics online survey.  
Instrument 
A thorough review of the literature was conducted to identify instruments that may 
already exist. Instruments intended to examine student perceptions are available; however, no 
instruments related to the purpose of this study were discovered. Therefore, the researcher 
developed the survey instrument for the purpose of this study. The survey, developed using 
Qualtrics XM, consisted of two sections with 15 questions containing 32 Likert items. The first 
section contained demographic information, while the second section contained information 





The validity of the survey was established by expert review and a pilot test consisting of 
hazing prevention specialists, scholars, and student affairs professionals to test validity. The 
researcher obtained permission to use the Survey/Interview Validation Rubric for Expert Panel 
(VREP; White & Simon, 2014). Twenty-five hazing prevention specialists were invited to 
participate because of their contributions to hazing prevention literature or their involvement 
with HazingPrevention.Org. Twelve experts accepted the invitation and were requested to 
analyze the survey. The criteria for examination were clarity, wordiness, negative wording, 
overlapping responses, balance, use of jargon, appropriateness of responses listed, use of 
technical language, application to praxis, relationship to problem, and measure of construct. Each 
criterion was rated using a Likert scale. The scale included response options 1 through 4 with 1 = 
not acceptable (major modifications needed), 2 = below expectations (some modifications 
needed), 3 = meets expectations (no modifications needed but could be improved with minor 
changes), and 4 = exceeds expectations (no modifications needed). Ten hazing prevention 
specialists completed the review in the time provided. All criteria met expectations except 
“Relationship to Problem.” The survey was modified and prepared for a pilot test.  
A pilot test by a small group of student affairs professionals was conducted to assess 
problems or concerns relating to the construction of the instrument. The researcher used a 
convenience sample of club and organization advisors working outside West Virginia. The 10 
professionals selected had prior work experience in West Virginia advising student clubs and 
organizations. Reviewers were asked to comment on the survey paying particular attention to the 
clarity and readability of the instructions and questions. Reviewers expressed their concerns and 
recommendations throughout the survey. The pilot study also provided an opportunity to review 






Data generated from this study provided empirical information related to student 
organization advisors’ perceptions of hazing, level of awareness of West Virginia Antihazing 
Law, awareness of hazing on campus, and responses if hazing were to occur. Survey data were 
analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 24. Descriptive 
statistics were used to give an overview of the current state of hazing in West Virginia. 
Specifically, descriptive statistics included frequencies, means, medians, percentiles, and 
standard deviations.  
Pearson’s chi-square test was used to determine which categorical variables had influence 
and whether there were any statistically significant differences. Independent variables (e.g., 
organizations advised, years advised, type of organization, institution type, gender, generation, 
and race) and dependent variables (e.g., awareness, perception, and advisors’ reactions) were 
identified. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to examine relationships between 








The purpose of this study was to examine student organization advisors’ awareness and 
perceptions of West Virginian Antihazing Law, awareness of hazing on their campuses, and 
responses if hazing were to occur. Findings in this chapter were related to research questions:  
RQ1. To what degree are organization advisors aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law? 
RQ2. What are organization advisors’ perceptions regarding West Virginia Antihazing 
Law?  
RQ3. Are organization advisors aware of hazing on their campuses? 
RQ4. To what degree are organization advisors willing to act if hazing were to occur? 
Population and Sample 
Participants for this study were student organization advisors from 18 four-year colleges 
and universities in West Virginia. Each college or university selected had an official student 
organization registration process and required a faculty or staff advisor. Selected participants 
included faculty, staff, and volunteers officially registered with the college or university in the 
role of a club or organization advisor.  
The researcher chose a purposive, total population sampling technique. University and 
college departments responsible for the oversight of student clubs and organizations provided 
available student organization advisors’ names and email addresses. The researcher collected 798 
email addresses. Subtracting duplicate names, undeliverable or inaccurate email messages, and 
advisors no longer with their institution left a total of n = 709. The survey was emailed to 709 
student organization advisors in West Virginia. At 2 and 4 weeks after the invitation, reminders 





The number of participants who accessed the survey link was 243. The first question, 
“How many organizations have you advised?” was designed to eliminate participants who never 
advised a student organization. If respondents selected zero organizations advised, their survey 
ended via Qualtrics XM skip logic. Nine participants viewed the consent form but failed to begin 
the survey. The final sample size was 233 for a response rate of 32.8%. Participants were 
allowed to exit the survey at any time, and this resulted in responses that contained missing data 
at different points of the survey. Analyses were based on available values.  
Descriptive Profile of Student Organization Advisors 
Demographic information included the number of organizations advised, number of years 
advised, organization type, institution type, sex, age, and race. The majority of participants 
advised one student organization (46.1%, n = 107) while 26.3% (n = 61) advised two 
organizations, 10.3% (n = 24) advised three organizations, 6.9% (n = 16) advised four 
organizations, and 10.3% (n = 24) advised five or more organizations. Table 1 displays the 
number of organizations advised by participants. The average number of student organizations 
advised by participants was 2 (M = 2.19).  
Table 1 
Number of Student Organizations Advised 
 
# Orgs Advised n % 
1 107 46.1 
2 61 26.3 
3 24 10.3 
4 16  6.9 
5 or more 24 10.3 
 
Participants were asked to indicate the number of years they advised student 
organizations. The range was less than 1 year to 20 or more years (M = 7.38, Mdn = 5). Several 





further analysis, the years advised variable was split into two new categories. Based on the 
median (Mdn = 5), the new categories were less than 1 year to 5 years 54.4% (n = 122) and 6 
years to 20 or more years 45.5% (n = 102). The revised categories and frequencies are presented 
in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Number of Years Advising 
# Years Advised n % 





Participants identified the type of club(s) or organization(s) they advised. Respondents 
were able to select more than one organization type. The percentage of cases did not total 100 
because respondents were able to select more than one option. Academic organizations were 
selected more than any other organization (20.3%, n = 88). Advisors represented all organization 
types: social fraternity/sorority (11.5%, n = 50), departmental (11.1%, n = 48), diversity/cultural 
(8.3%, n = 36), service (8.3%, n = 36), honor society (7.8%, n = 34), general leadership (6.2%, n 
= 27), recreational (4.1%, n = 18), religious/spiritual (4.1%, n = 18), civic/political (3.9%, n = 
17), club sports (3.5%, n = 15), performing arts (3.2%, n = 14), other type (3.0%, n = 13), 
health/wellness (2.8%, n = 12), and leisure (1.8%, n = 8). Table 3 displays student organization 
classifications. 
Additional demographic information was collected in this study. This section of the 
survey asked four questions regarding (a) institution type, (b) sex, (c) age, and (d) race. 
Concerning institution type, 17.5% (n = 40) were from private institutions and 82.5% (n = 188) 
were from public institutions. There were 51.6% (n = 115) female and 47.5% (n = 106) male 






Student Organization Classification 
Org Type f % 
Academic 88 20.3 
Social Fraternity/Sorority 50 11.5 
Departmental 48 11.1 
Diversity/Cultural 36 8.3 
Service 36 8.3 
Honor Society 34 7.8 
General Leadership 27 6.2 
Recreational 18 4.1 
Religious/Spiritual 18 4.1 
Civic/Political 17 3.9 
Club Sport 15 3.5 
Performing Arts 14 3.2 
Other Type 13 3.0 
Health/Wellness 12 2.8 
Leisure 8 1.8 
 
Participants were asked to select ages 18 years old to 75 years and older (M = 43.49, SD 
= 14.53). Some cell frequencies were too small for analysis; therefore, ages were combined into 
generational categories determined by the Center for Generational Kinetics (n.d.). Responses 
were combined to create four new categories. The new variable, generation, was based on four 
categories: (a) Gen Z, (b) Millennial, (c) Gen X, and (d) Baby Boomer. Table 4 displays student 
organization advisors by generation. 
Table 4 
Student Organization Advisors by Generation 
Generation Age n % 
Gen Z 18 – 24 6 2.9 
Millennial 25 – 39 73 35.3 
Gen X 40 – 54 80 38.6 
Baby Boomer 55 – 75+ 48 23.2 
 
Regarding race, 85.5% (n = 189) were White, 9.5% (n = 21) were African American, 
2.7% (n = 6) were American Indian or Alaskan Native, 2.7% (n = 6) were Asian, and 2.7% (n = 






Race and Ethnicity of Participants 
Race f % 
White 189 85.5 
Black or African American 21 9.5 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 6 2.7 
Asian 6 2.7 
Hispanic/Latino 6 2.7 
Other 3 1.4 
Prefer not to answer 3 1.4 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0.0 
Note: Participants were allowed to make multiple selections 
 
RQ1. To What Degree Are Organization Advisors Aware of West Virginia State Law? 
Participants were asked questions using a Likert response scale to assess their awareness 
of West Virginia Antihazing Law. For the purpose of this study, awareness was defined as 
knowledge and understanding something is happening or exists. Each statement was followed 
with the following selections: (a) not at all aware, (b) moderately aware, and (c) very aware.  
The majority of participants indicated an awareness of West Virginia Antihazing Law as 
76.4% (n = 165) selected moderately or very aware, while 23.6% (n = 51) selected not at all 
aware. These results contradicted Crow and Macintosh’s (2009) findings, which revealed most 
administrators and coaches had no awareness of their state’s antihazing law. On the other hand, 
these results are similar to Gabriel and Mangahas (2016) findings, which revealed professionals 
overseeing student organizations were mostly moderately aware of antihazing law. 
Furthermore, participants indicated an awareness of how West Virginia Antihazing Law 
defined hazing. The majority 69% (n = 149) selected moderately or very aware, while 31% (n = 
67) selected not at all aware. The majority of participants in this study indicated an awareness of 
prohibited behaviors listed in West Virginia Antihazing Law, as 72.6% (n = 156) selected 





A majority of participants indicated an awareness of legal consequences stated in West 
Virginia Antihazing Law, as 66.2% (n = 143) selected moderately or very aware, while 33.8% (n 
= 73) selected not at all aware. Table 6 represents the frequencies of responses to statements 
regarding awareness of West Virginia Antihazing Law. 
Table 6 
Student Organization Advisor Awareness of West Virginia Antihazing Law 
 
Not at all Aware 
 Moderately to 
Very Aware 
n %  n % 
Antihazing Law  51 23.6  165 76.4 
Hazing Definition 67 31.0  149 69.0 
Prohibited Activities  59 27.4  156 72.6 
Legal Consequences 73 33.8  143 66.2 
 
Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to examine the relationship between 
awareness of West Virginal Antihazing Law and demographic characteristics (i.e., organizations 
advised, years advised, institution type, sex, and generation). Results indicated the relationship 
between the following demographic characteristics and the degree of awareness of West Virginia 
Law did not reach statistical significance: (a) number of organization advised, χ2(8, N = 232) = 
4.507, p = .809; (b) years advised, χ2 (2, N = 224) = .022, p =.989; (c) type of institution, χ2(2, N 
= 228) = 1.30, p = .514; (d) sex, χ2(2, N = 214) = 1.923, p = .382; and I generation, χ2(6, N = 
200) = 5.887, p = .436. Table 7 contains a summary of chi-square results. 
Table 8 shows advisors aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law by the organization type 
they represented, and these results were similar to Ellsworth (2006) findings that fraternity and 








Chi-Square Results for Demographic Characteristics and Awareness of West  
Virginia Antihazing Law 
Pearson Chi-Square Results χ2 df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)  
 Organizations Advised 4.51 8 .81  
Years Advised 0.02 2 .99  
Type of Institution 1.30 2 .51  
Sex 1.92 2 .38  
Generation 5.89 6 .44  
Note. Race and organization type were excluded from chi-square analysis 
because participants were allowed to choose multiple answers, and there were 




Frequencies and Percentages of Advisors Aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law by 
Organization Type 
Org Type 
Not at all Aware  Moderately to Very Aware 
f %  f % 
Religious/Spiritual 6 33.33  12 66.7 
Departmental 15 31.9  32 68.1 
Club Sport 4 28.6  10 71.4 
Diversity/Cultural 9 25.7  26 74.3 
Leisure 2 25  6 75 
Academic 19 23.2  63 76.8 
Recreational 4 22.2  14 77.8 
Honor Society 7 20.6  27 79.4 
Service 7 20.6  27 79.4 
General Leadership 4 15.4  22 84.6 
Performing Arts 2 14.3  12 85.7 
Social Fraternity/Sorority 5 10.4  43 89.6 
Health/Wellness 1 8.3  11 91.7 
Civic/Political 1 5.9  16 94.1 
Note. Respondents were able to select more than one organization type. Percentage of 
cases did not total 100% because this was a multiple selection question. 
 
RQ2. What Are Organization Advisors’ Perceptions Regarding West Virginia Antihazing 
Law?  
To understand perceptions regarding West Virginia Antihazing Law, participants were 





study, perception was defined as the way you think about or understand someone or something. 
Table 9 depicts the number of student organization advisors informed regarding the contents of 
the law.  
Table 9 
How Informed Are Advisors Regarding the Contents of West Virginia Antihazing Law? 
 Not at all Slightly Moderately Significantly 
 f % f % f % f % 
How Informed (n = 216) 56 25.9 57 26.4 80 37.0 23 10.6 
 
Participants who selected not at all aware of the contents of West Virginia Antihazing 
Law (25.9%, n = 56), were automatically redirected to the next section of the survey. Participants 
who selected slightly, moderately, or significantly informed regarding the contents of the law, 
(74%, n = 160), were asked if they disagreed or agreed with four statements.  
Based on a Likert scale of strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, undecided, somewhat 
agree, and strongly agree, the majority of participants (60%, n = 87) agreed West Virginia 
Antihazing Law sanctions are appropriate (M = 3.72, SD = .890). When asked if West Virginia 
Antihazing Law was too broad, the majority of participants were undecided (M = 2.94, SD = 
.875), and this result replicated Knutson et al. (2011) who stated definitions were confusing and 
inconsistent. Participants were asked if West Virginia Antihazing Law was effective in 
preventing hazing. The majority of participants (48.6%, n = 70) were undecided. The mean score 
related to effectiveness of the law (M = 2.94, SD = .88) supports the findings as stated 
previously. Richardson’s (2014) results were similar and indicated 50% of participants perceived 
hazing laws in their state were not effective at their institutions. When asked if West Virginia 
Law included behaviors they believed were not hazing, more participants disagreed than agreed 







Means and Standard Deviations of West Virginia Antihazing Law Perceptions 
Perceptions n M SD 
Sanctions are appropriate 144 3.72 .89 
The law is too broad 144 2.94 .88 
The law is effective in preventing hazing 144 2.96 .90 
The law includes behaviors I do not believe to be hazing 144 2.59 .99 
 
 Scholars contended current research on the topic of hazing revealed disagreements as to 
what constitutes hazing (Crow & Macintosh, 2009; Knutson et al., 2011; Marchell & Bureau, 
2007; Parks & Southerland, 2013; Somers, 2007). Consequently, descriptive statistics and 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were used to examine the relationship between awareness of 
West Virginal Antihazing Law and the level of agreement regarding prohibited behaviors listed 
in the law. 
Prohibited hazing behaviors were specifically listed in West Virginia Antihazing Law, 
and participants were asked to indicate the extent they disagreed or agreed behaviors were hazing 
if they were required as a condition for membership. West Virginia Anithazing Law includes, but 
is not limited to, “brutality of a physical nature, such as whipping, beating, branding, forced 
consumption of any food, liquor, drug or other substance, or any other forced physical activity” 
(para. 1). Mental stress includes “sleep deprivation, forced exclusion from social contact, forced 
conduct which could result in extreme embarrassment, or any other forced activity which could 
adversely affect the mental health or dignity of the individual (West Virginia Antihazing Law, 
2019, para. 1). 
To study the degree of agreement regarding prohibited hazing behaviors, participants 
were asked to make a selection based on a Likert response scale of strongly disagree, somewhat 





 Behaviors with the highest degree of agreement were branding or tattooing 87% (M = 
4.51, SD = 1.278), whipping/beating 87% (M = 4.49, SD = 1.318), eating substances not 
intended for normal consumption 86.5% (M = 4.47, SD = 1.257), nudity, public or otherwise 
86.5% (M = 4.46, SD = 1.302), kidnapping a current member of one’s organization 83.3% (M = 
4.35, SD = 1.31), and removing public or private property 82.8% (M = 4.29, SD = 1.239). These 
results aligned with Ellsworth (2006), who asked students to agree or disagree with a list of 
hazing behaviors. Behaviors with the highest level of agreement were forced consumption of 
alcohol, struck by an object, branded, and drank or ate substances not intended for human 
consumption.  
Behaviors with the lowest degree of agreement were calisthenics 65.4% (M = 3.80, SD = 
1.386), running late-night errands 58.4% (M = 3.61, SD = 1.32), and sleeping in common areas 
with others 42.7% (M = 4.35, SD = 1.31). Results revealed disagreements as to what behaviors 
student organization advisors believed to be hazing, and these results are consistent with other 
research results (Crow & Macintosh, 2009). Table 11 presents the mean agreement and 
standard deviations for hazing behaviors listed in West Virginia Antihazing Law. 
Table 11 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Prohibited Behavior (n = 192) 
Prohibited Behavior M SD 
Branding or tattooing 4.51 1.28 
Whipping/beating 4.49 1.32 
Eating substances not intended for normal consumption 4.47 1.26 
Nudity, public or otherwise 4.46 1.30 
Kidnapping a current member of one’s organization 4.35 1.31 
Removing public or private property 4.29 1.24 
Lineups for the purpose of interrogating 4.29 1.32 
Exclusion from social contact 4.24 1.27 
Consuming alcoholic beverages 4.21 1.35 
Calisthenics 3.80 1.39 
Running late-night errands 3.61 1.31 






 A one-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship 
between awareness of West Virginia Antihazing Law (not at all aware, moderately aware, and 
very aware) and the disagreement and agreement of hazing behaviors prohibited in the law. 
There was a statistically significant effect of awareness of the law at the p < .05 level for most 
behaviors tested. Advisors who were not at all aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law were 
more likely to disagree prohibited behaviors were hazing. The exceptions were sleeping in 
common area with others F(2, 188) = 6.61, p = .14 and running late-night errands F(2, 189) = 
1.96, p = .08 which did not reach statistical significance. 
An ANOVA showed the mean effect of awareness of the law and the disagreement and 
agreement of removing public or private property were statistically significant, F(1, 190) = 
18.79, p = .001, η2 = .09. Scheffe’s post-hoc test revealed there were significant differences 
between the group not at all aware of the law and the groups moderately aware (p = .001) and 
very aware of the law (p = .001). The effect size was medium (η2 = .09), meaning awareness of 
West Virginia Antihazing Law does have a moderate practical impact on the disagreement and 
agreement of removing public or private property.  
Regarding whipping/beating, Scheffe’s test revealed those not at all aware of the law 
were more likely to disagree than those moderately aware (p = .02) and very aware of the law (p 
= .01) although this was small effect (η2 = .05), F(2, 189) = 8.99, p = .005. Scheffe’s test results 
for branding or tattooing revealed statistical difference between the group not at all aware of the 
law and the groups moderately aware (p = .007) and very aware (p = .02), F(2, 189) = 9.09, p = 
.003, The eta-squared statistic indicated a small effect size,η2 = .06.  
There was a statistically significant difference between groups regarding consuming 





statistical difference between the group not at all aware of the law and the groups moderately 
aware (p = .01) and very aware (p = .002). The effect size was medium (η2 = .07) meaning 
awareness of West Virginia Antihazing Law does have a moderate practical impact on the 
disagreement and agreement of consuming alcoholic beverages. The post-hoc test for eating 
substances not intended for normal consumption revealed statistical difference between the 
group not at all aware of the law and the groups moderately aware (p = .04) and very aware (p = 
.02), F(2, 189) = 9.36, p = .01, η2 = .05.  
Sheffe’s post-hoc test for calisthenics showed the group not at all aware of the law 
disagreed more than the group very aware of the law (p = .03), F(2, 188) = 7.24, p = .022. The 
eta-squared statistic indicated a small effect size,η2 = .04. The post-hoc test for kidnapping a 
current member of one’s organization revealed a statistical significant difference between the 
group not at all aware of the law and the groups moderately aware (p = .021) and very aware (p = 
.008), F(2, 189) = 8.99, p = .004, although this was small effect size (η2 = .06). 
Further Sheffe post-hoc tests indicated the relationship with lineups for the purpose of 
interrogating did reach statistical significance, F(2, 188) = 5.79, p = .03, η2 = .03. Exclusion 
from social contact was statistically significant with the difference between the group not at all 
aware of the law and the groups moderately aware (p = .04) and very aware (p = .04), F(2, 189) 
= 6.72, p = .02, although this was a small effect size (η2 = .04). Nudity, public or otherwise 
revealed statistical difference between the group not at all aware of the law and the group very 
aware, F(2, 189) = 6.47, p = .021, η2 = .04 (p = .03). Although the difference was significant, the 
size of the difference was small, η2 = .04. There were statistically significant differences of 
awareness of the law at the p < .05 level for 83.3% of behaviors tested (see Table 12). Advisors 





prohibited behaviors were hazing. Table 12 shows ANOVA test results comparing student 
organization advisors’ awareness of the law and the degree of agreement for hazing behaviors 
listed in West Virginia Antihazing Law. 
Table 12 
ANOVA Results for Advisors Aware of the Law and Advisors Not at all Aware and the Level of 
Disagreement and Agreement of Hazing Behaviors Prohibited in the Law 
  SS df Mean Square F Sig. 
η2 
Removing public or private property 26.56 2 13.28 9.41 0.001* .09 
Whipping/beating 17.97 2 8.99 5.41 0.005* .05 
Branding or tattooing 18.18 2 9.09 5.85 0.003* .06 
Consuming alcoholic beverages 24.60 2 12.30 7.23 0.001* .07 
Eating substances not intended for normal 
consumption 14.07 2 7.04 4.62 0.011* 
.05 
Calisthenics 14.48 2 7.24 3.88 0.022* .04 
Kidnapping a current member of one’s 
organization 18.72 2 9.36 5.72 0.004* 
.06 
Lineups for the purpose of interrogating 11.59 2 5.79 3.43 0.034* .03 
Sleeping in common area with others 6.61 2 3.31 1.96 0.144 .02 
Running late-night errands 8.68 2 4.34 2.54 0.082 .03 
Exclusion from social contact 13.45 2 6.72 4.29 0.015* .04 
Nudity, public or otherwise 12.95 2 6.47 3.94 0.021* .04 
* p < .05 
 
RQ3. Are Organization Advisors Aware of Hazing on Their Campuses?  
Participants were asked if they ever suspected, were made aware of, or observed 
hazing in the organization they advised. The same question was asked regarding other student 
organizations on campus. For the purpose of this study, awareness was defined as knowledge 
and understanding something is happening or exists.  
Ten advisors (5%) indicated they suspected hazing in the organization they advised, 
and 63.5% (n = 125) indicated they suspected hazing in other campus organizations. The 
number of advisors who indicated they were made aware of hazing in their organization was 





organizations (24.4%, n = 48). Two advisors (1%, n = 2) reported they observed hazing in the 
organization they advised, and 9.1% (n = 18) indicated they observed hazing in other campus 
organizations. These findings aligned with the conclusions of Chamberlin (2014) and Perkins 
et al. (2011) who declared hazing continues despite state laws that exist to prevent hazing. 
There were eight unique respondents (4%) who were aware of or observed hazing in the 
organization they advised. There were 50 unique respondents (25.4%) who were made aware of 
and/or observed hazing in other campus organizations. The total number of unique advisors who 
indicated hazing occurred was n = 51 (25.9%).  
 Allan and Madden (2008) found 25% of students believed their coaches and advisors 
were aware of hazing, as was confirmed in the current study. Allan and Madden indicated two 
thirds of students were aware of hazing behavior in student groups on campus, while the current 
study found approximately one fourth of advisors (25.9%) were aware of hazing behavior in 
student organizations. Hoover (1999) found 10% of coaches knew of hazing on campus, which is 
lower than found in the present study. Results of this study contradicted Lipkins’ (2006) finding 
which 75% of people believed coaches and authority figures were aware of hazing within their 
communities. Table 13 shows frequencies of hazing in student organizations as reported by 
advisors.  
Allan and Madden (2012) concluded hazing occurred in a variety of organizations, and 
the results of this study confirmed this conclusion. Advisors from the following types of 
organizations reported hazing in the organization they advised: (a) fraternity/sorority (n = 6), (b) 
general leadership (n = 4), (c) academic (n = 2), (d) department (n = 2), and (e) diversity/cultural 







Crosstabs for Hazing in My Organization and Other Campus 
 
Yes  No  No Response 
f %  f %  f 
 Suspected hazing, my organization 10 5.0  190 95.0  34 
 Suspected hazing, other organizations 125 63.5  72 36.5  37 
        
Made aware of hazing, my organization 8a 4.0  191 96.0  35 
Made aware of hazing, other organizations 48b 24.4  149 75.6  37 
        
 Observed hazing, my organization 2a 1.0  198 99.0  34 
 Observed hazing, other organizations 18b 9.1  179 90.9  37 
a Unique advisors made aware of and/or observed hazing, my organization 4% (n = 8)  
b Unique advisors made aware of and/or observed hazing, other organizations 25.4% (n = 50) 
*Total number of unique advisors who reported hazing occurred 25.9% (n = 51) 
   
Advisors from the following types of organizations reported no hazing in the organization 
they advised: civic/political, leisure, religious/spiritual, and performing arts. Advisors from the 
following types of organizations reported hazing in other campus organizations: (a) 
fraternity/sorority (n = 25), (b) academic (n = 17), (d) department (n = 17), (e) general leadership 
(n = 17), and (f) service (n = 12). Table 14 depicts hazing by organization type. 
Table 14 
Advisors Aware of Hazing 
Hazing in   Hazing in 
My Organization (n = 8) f  Other Organizations (n = 50) f 
Social Fraternity/Sorority 6  Social Fraternity/Sorority 25 
General Leadership 4  Academic 17 
Academic 2  Departmental 17 
Departmental 2  General Leadership 17 
Diversity/Cultural 2  Service 12 
Service 1  Diversity/Cultural 10 
Recreational 1  Recreational 10 
Honor Society 1  Civic/Political 7 
Health/Wellness 1  Honor Society 5 
Club Sport 1  Health/Wellness 4 
Civic/Political 0  Club Sport 2 
Leisure 0  Leisure 2 
Religious/Spiritual 0  Religious/Spiritual 2 
Performing Arts 0  Performing Arts 1 





RQ4. To What Degree Are Organization Advisors Willing to Act if Hazing Were to Occur? 
To examine how advisors would respond if hazing were to occur, participants rated 12 
actions based on a Likert response scale of very unlikely, unlikely, likely, and very likely (see 
Table 15). Responses with the highest likelihood were feel responsibility for taking action (98%, 
M = 3.77, SD = 4.87), report incident to supervisor (95%, M = 3.63, SD = .61), encourage 
students to report incident to authorities (95%, M = 3.59, SD = .61), guide students to identify 
problems and solutions (95%, M = 3.56, SD = .58), confront the students immediately (93%, M = 
3.55, SD = .69), report incident to dean of students/student conduct (92%, M = 3.55, SD = .67), 
provide alternative traditions and activities (92%, M = 3.52, SD = .69), hold students accountable 
through “in house” organization rules (91%, M = 3.49, SD = .74), and address the behavior with 
the entire group (90%, M = 3.41, SD = .71). 
The responses least likely to occur were privately address the behavior with the students 
involved (87%, M = 3.40, SD .83), report the incident to Police Department (72%, M = 3.02, SD 
= .86), and allow the behavior, but control it (3%, M = 1.29, SD = .54). This study discovered 
28.6% (n = 54) of advisors would not report hazing to the police and 7.7% (n = 15) would not 
report hazing to the Dean of Students or the Student Conduct office. These results aligned with 
Silveira and Hudson (2015), who contended students were reluctant to report hazing and 
Hoover and Pollard (1999), who revealed advisors are more likely to report hazing than 
students. 
Silveira and Hudson (2015) revealed 8% of band members who were aware of hazing 
activity reported the incident. When incidents were reported, they were reported to instructors 
and school administrators. More than half of band members who observed hazing reported their 





were aware of hazing behavior and turned a blind eye. Kowalski and Waldron (2010) posited 
coaches ignored hazing. Findings in the current study confirmed students were reporting hazing 
to organization advisors, and the majority of advisors indicated they would respond if hazing 
were to occur. These results contradicted students’ perception that advisors ignored hazing. 
Table 15 displays the mean and standard deviation of student organization advisors’ responses if 
hazing were to occur. 
Table 15 
Means and Standard Deviations for Advisors’ Responses 
Advisor Response M SD 
Feel responsibility for taking action 3.77 .49 
Report incident to Supervisor 3.63 .61 
Encourage students to report incident to authorities 3.59 .61 
Guide students to identify problems and solutions 3.56 .58 
Confront the students immediately 3.55 .69 
Report incident to Dean of Students/Student Conduct office 3.55 .67 
Provide alternative, positive traditions, activities, and suggestions 3.52 .69 
Hold students accountable through “in-house” rules and measures 3.49 .74 
Address the behavior with the entire group 3.41 .71 
Privately address the behavior with the students involved 3.40 .83 
Report incident to Police Department 3.02 .86 
Allow the behavior, but control it 1.29 .54 
 
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test for differences in advisors’ willingness to 
respond based on whether they reported hazing had occurred or they reported no hazing had 
occurred. Results for each of the 12 responses did not reach statistical significance at the p < .05 











ANOVA Comparisons of Advisors Aware and Not Aware of Hazing and Degree of Response 
Advisor Response    SS df F Sig. 
Feel responsibility for taking action .07 1 .28 .59 
Allow the behavior, but control it .01 1 .01 .91 
Confront the students immediately .41 1 .87 .35 
Privately address the behavior with the students involved .06 1 .08 .78 
Address the behavior with the entire group .02 1 .04 .84 
Provide alternative, positive traditions, activities, and suggestions .79 1 1.66 .20 
Guide students to identify problems and solutions .09 1 .24 .63 
Hold students accountable through “in-house” organization rules  .47 1 .8 .37 
Encourage students to report incident to authorities .09 1 .24 .63 
Report incident to Supervisor .02 1 .05 .83 
Report incident to Dean of Students/Student Conduct office .98 1 .20 .14 
Report incident to Police Department .02 1 .02 .88 
* p < .05 
 
Summary 
This chapter provided an overview of data collected using a Qualtrics XM survey created 
by the researcher. Survey data were analyzed using the SPSS version 24. Data revealed the 
majority of advisors were aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law. Demographic characteristics 
were not statistically significant in relation to awareness of the law. The majority of participants 
indicated an awareness of how West Virginia Antihazing Law defined hazing and prohibited 
behavior. A number of statistically significant differences were present between advisors 
unaware of the law and the level of agreement regarding prohibited behaviors. Advisors who 
were not at all aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law were more likely to disagree prohibited 
behaviors were hazing. Advisors who were aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law were more 
likely to agree prohibited behaviors were hazing.  
The majority of advisors were aware of legal consequences and agreed sanctions were 
appropriate. One in five advisors agreed West Virginia Antihazing Law was too broad. Less than 
a quarter of advisors agreed West Virginia Antihazing Law was effective in preventing hazing, 





According to the data, 5% of advisors suspected hazing in the organization they 
advised, and 63.5% of advisors suspected hazing in other campus organizations. Additionally, 
4% of advisors were made aware of hazing in their organization, while 24.4% of advisors 
indicated an awareness of hazing in other campus organizations. Only 1% of advisors 
observed hazing in the organization they advised, while 9.1% observed hazing in other 
campus organizations. One out of four advisors indicated hazing occurred, and hazing 
occurred in a variety of organizations. 
The majority of student organization advisors indicated they would respond if hazing 
were to occur. The most likely responses were (a) feel responsibility for taking action, (b) report 
incident to supervisor, (c) encourage students to report incident to authorities, (d) guide students 
to identify problems and solutions, (e) confront the student immediately, and (f) report incident 







INTERPRETATION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
Faculty and staff, specifically student club and organization advisors, should be involved 
with the prevention of hazing, but first there must be an understanding of their perceptions and 
issues that challenge them. A review of the literature revealed the majority of studies focused on 
student perceptions and behavior. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine student 
organization advisors’ awareness and perceptions of West Virginian Antihazing Law, awareness 
of hazing on their campuses, and potential responses to hazing. A descriptive, cross-sectional, 
nonexperimental design was most appropriate for this research study, and descriptive statistics 
were used to compare and present the different degrees of awareness, knowledge, and 
perceptions in a convenient form. The research questions are as follows:  
RQ1. To what degree are organization advisors aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law?  
RQ2. What are organization advisors’ perceptions regarding West Virginia Antihazing  
Law? 
RQ3. Are organization advisors aware of hazing on their campuses? 
RQ4. To what degree are organization advisors willing to act if hazing were to occur? 
This research study will contribute to the understanding of hazing shared by university 
faculty and staff in the state of West Virginia and will provide state law makers with research-
based data regarding the understanding and effectiveness of West Virginia hazing laws. 
Additionally, this chapter presents university administrators with recommendations for effective 
strategies and policies to prevent or reduce hazing-related injury and death, litigation, and 
damage to institutions’ reputations. Finally, the researcher will contribute to the understanding of 





Discussion and Interpretation 
To what degree are organization advisors aware of West Virginia state law? Survey 
data indicated 1 out of 5 student organization advisors in West Virginia were unaware of the 
state’s antihazing law which is incongruent with the CAS’s (2015) recommendations for campus 
activities programming areas. Precisely, the CAS (2015) insisted “every student organization has 
an advisor” and “advisors are knowledgeable of legal issues and institutional policies, especially 
regarding risk management” (p. 12). Currently, 23.6% of student organization advisors in West 
Virginia were unaware of the law. It is not clear if student organization advisors understand the 
liability universities and colleges assume on their behalf. In addition, 27.4% of student 
organization advisors were unaware of legally prohibited hazing behaviors, and this negatively 
influences their ability to convey appropriate antihazing messaging.  
The relationship between the degree of awareness of West Virginal Antihazing Law and 
demographic information (e.g., organizations advised, years advised, organization type, 
institution type, sex, and generation) did not reach statistical significance. These results make it 
difficult to determine and target student organization advisors who are unaware of the law. The 
researcher hypothesized there might be a positive correlation between the degree of awareness 
regarding West Virginia Antihazing Law and the number of years advised; however, this was not 
the case. Advisors who were not at all aware of the law advised student organizations an average 
of 7.65 years compared to advisors aware of the law who averaged 7.48 years of advising 
experience. Although student organization advisor training efforts may exist, results indicate the 
need for a continual education process which focuses on new advisors and considers the needs of 





Researchers have revealed disagreements as to what constitutes hazing (Crow & 
Macintosh, 2009; Knutson, Akers, et al., 2011; Marchell & Bureau, 2007; Parks & Southerland, 
2013; Somers, 2007) and results from the current study confirmed these findings. Although the 
researcher hypothesized there would be no relationship between advisors’ awareness of the law 
and their level of agreement regarding legally prohibited hazing behaviors, a number of 
statistically significant differences were present. Advisors unaware of West Virginia Antihazing 
Law were more likely to disagree that legally prohibited behaviors were hazing. Upon reflection, 
the survey question should not have asked, “Do you agree this behavior should be listed in the 
law?” Whether an advisor disagreed or agreed has little effect on the contents of the law. The 
law, at least in the short term, is nonnegotiable. One explanation for this disagreement may be 
the influence of previous experiences. Prior research indicated “students who have been hazed 
tended to dismiss institutional and legal definition of hazing and minimize the potential harm that 
can result” (Allan & Madden, 2008, p. 39). The current study did not ask student organization 
advisors if they had experienced hazing as a student. Future research should examine the 
influence of prior hazing experience as it relates to their role in hazing prevention. 
Some hazing definitions are confusing and inconsistent, which contributes to the lack of 
commitment to address the problem. The current study found 31% of advisors were unaware of 
the legal definition of hazing. It makes sense that advisors unaware of the law would be unaware 
of the legal definition; however, some institutions in West Virginia have adopted the state’s legal 
definition as their official policy. Therefore, advisors familiar with the university’s definition 
may actually know the legal definition and not realize it. In West Virginia, 33.8% of student 





time. Legal consequences are designed to eradicate hazing, but they do not serve a purpose if 
people are unaware of them.  
What are organization advisors’ perceptions regarding West Virginia Antihazing 
Law? Sixty percent of student organization advisors who indicated some degree of knowledge 
regarding the contents of West Virginia Antihazing Law agreed sanctions were appropriate. 
Based on the data, it cannot be determined if those who disagreed with the appropriateness of 
sanctions felt they should be more or less stringent. Crow and Macintosh (2009) and Hollmann 
(2002) reported there were complaints that hazing definitions are confusing and not explicit 
enough. Similarly, the current study indicated 21.5% of advisors believed West Virginia 
Antihazing Law was too broad. The efficiency of public policy rests on effective implementation 
and enforcement, yet 24% of student organization advisors felt West Virginia Antihazing Law 
was effective in preventing hazing. One reason may be the absence of a statewide hazing 
prevention initiative such as a consortium to share current research and prevention strategies. 
This could be a beneficial initiative for the West Virginia Association of Student Personnel 
Administrators (WVASPA).  
Are organization advisors aware of hazing on their campuses? The literature review 
in Chapter 2 indicated students believed their advisors were aware of hazing behaviors. The 
present study expanded beyond the student population to answer the question of whether student 
perceptions of advisors’ awareness are correct.  
Results from the current study aligned with results from several studies that indicated an 
awareness of hazing behavior occurring on campuses (Allan & Madden, 2008; Hoover, 1999; 
Owen, et al., 2008; Silveira & Hudson, 2015). Results from the present study indicated 25.9% of 





advised and/or other campus organizations. These results need to be interpreted with care as the 
actual percentage could be higher or lower. If student organization advisors report hazing is not 
occurring on campus, we must consider if the report represents reality, or perhaps, advisors are 
just unaware of the occurrence. 
There were differences in frequency for advisors reporting hazing in the organization(s) 
they advised (4%) versus hazing in other campus organizations (25.4%). Perhaps the order in 
which the survey questions were presented affected responses. The front end of the survey 
emphasized the law and consequences for violations which may heighten participants’ awareness 
of illegal behavior. To reduce this social desirability bias, the researcher could have approached 
the question differently by focusing on the occurrence of certain behavior. In place of the 
question, “Have you ever observed hazing?,” the question should have asked about observed 
behavior. For example, the question could have specified, “Which behaviors have you observed 
in the organization you advise?” and included options such as (a) removing public property, (b) 
whipping/beating, (c) branding, and (d) consuming alcohol, etc.  
If university officials, including advisors and coaches, have knowledge that hazing 
occurred and do not take responsibility to prevent it, liability for the university should be 
expected. If student organization advisors ignore known hazing behavior, students will learn 
hazing is tolerated. Incorrect assumptions influence student perceptions. New members may 
assume the advisor is aware that hazing occurred when the advisor is unaware. This false 
perception that advisors are aware hazing occurred and did nothing to stop it permits students to 
believe hazing is an acceptable activity. 
Student organization advisors who indicated hazing had occurred represented a variety of 





community service clubs, recreational groups, honor societies, and club sports. These findings 
are consistent with other research (Allan & Madden, 2008; Campo et al., 2005; Hollmann, 2002; 
Hoover & Pollard, 1999; Novak, 2014; Richardson, 2014; Somers, 2007; Waldron, 2012).  
To what degree are organization advisors willing to act if hazing were to occur? 
According to Kowalski and Waldron (2010), students reported coaches participate in hazing 
and/or simply ignored it. Holman and Johnson (2015) also revealed a perception coaches were 
aware of hazing behavior and “turned a blind eye.” To discuss if student organization advisors 
were also turning a blind eye, the researcher will use bystander intervention as the framework.  
The bystander model focuses on the third-party observer, not the victim; the model 
outlines the stages influencing the bystander’s action or lack of action. There are six sequential 
steps in bystander intervention, and they are (1) notice the behavior, (2) interpret the behavior as 
a problem, (3) feel responsibility for taking action, (4) know what to do, (5) possess the capacity 
to act, and (6) take action (Darley & Latané, 1968). The current study confirmed advisors notice 
the behavior (Step 1) and interpret the behavior as a problem (Step 2). In addition, 98% of 
student organization advisors in West Virginia indicate they were likely or very likely to feel 
responsibility for taking action (Step 3). Regarding Step 4, know what to do, data indicated 95% 
of advisors would report the incident to their supervisor and encourage students to report the 
incident to authorities. Other responses were the following actions: (a) guide students to identify 
problems and solutions (95%), (b) confront the students immediately (93%), (c) report incident 
to dean of students/student conduct (92%), (d) provide alternative traditions and activities (92%), 
(e) hold students accountable through “in house” organization rules (91%), and (f) address the 
behavior with the entire group (90%). These findings contradict student perceptions that 





organization advisors’ capacity to successfully implement these actions, and future research 
should explore the idea. 
The current study indicated student organization advisors are likely to report hazing. For 
example, 95% of advisors would report the incident to their supervisor and encourage students 
to report the incident to authorities. On the other hand, data illustrated 7.7% of advisors would 
not report hazing to the dean of students or the student conduct office. Furthermore, 28.6% of 
advisors would not report hazing to the police. The scope of the present study did not address 
why advisors would not report hazing to law enforcement. However, the reasons may be similar 
to Silveira and Hudson’s (2015) findings, which found students who observed hazing failed to 
take action for fear of social consequences. Another reason advisors may fail to report to law 
enforcement is due to the bystander effect, which suggested observers are less likely to act 
because of an assumed belief others will take action (Levine, Philpot, & Kovalenko, 2020). 
Recommendations 
With better understanding of club and organization advisors’ shared awareness and 
perceptions of antihazing law, findings of this study lead to several recommendations for 
practice. These recommendations were developed using a social ecological framework. Chapter 
2 presented social ecological theory, which suggested, to understand human behavior and 
development, the environment in which an individual lives should be taken into account 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994). The following suggestions consider five environmental levels of 
influence, including state legislators, higher education senior leadership, student affairs 






Recommendation 1. The present study offers state legislators research-based data 
regarding the level of understanding and effectiveness of West Virginia Antihazing Law, and the 
results from this study reinforce the need for legislation to address risky behavior on university 
campuses. The usefulness of antihazing laws depend on effective understanding and 
implementation. The evidence from this study suggests the law effectively educates student 
organization advisors regarding prohibited behaviors. That is to say, advisors who were not 
aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law were more likely to disagree that prohibited behaviors 
were hazing. Advisors who were aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law were more likely to 
agree with prohibited behaviors. 
Most states with criminal hazing laws do not require student organization advisors, 
coaches, or administrators to “proactively try to prevent hazing” (Crow & McGlone, 2018, p. 
300). In contrast, the neighboring state of Ohio has criminalized the failure to report hazing 
incidents. Ohio Revised Code § 2903.31 proclaims “no administrator, employee, or faculty 
member of any primary, secondary, or post-secondary school or of any other educational 
institution, public or private, shall recklessly permit the hazing of any person.” Any person who 
“violates this section is guilty of hazing, a misdemeanor of the fourth degree” (Ohio Revised 
Code, 2008). 
West Virginia legislators should follow Ohio’s lead and add an explicit clause prohibiting 
involvement in hazing by student organization advisors and incorporate consequences for failure 
to report hazing. In addition, legislators could follow the example from South Carolina, where 
failure to report is a misdemeanor and punishable by fine or imprisonment (Parks, 2017a).  
Recommendation 2. For consistency, institutions of higher education should align their 





universities must update their institutional policies. These policies should be audited on a yearly 
basis to reflect changes and check for inconsistencies. Higher education administrators should 
not wait for legislators to address the “failure to report” problem. If university officials, including 
advisors and coaches, have knowledge hazing occurred and do not take responsibility to prevent 
it, liability for the university should be expected. If student organization advisors ignore known 
hazing behavior or include the sentiment of “just don’t let me see it,” students will learn hazing 
is tolerated. According to Maxwell (2018), knowledge of hazing behavior that is not 
investigated, taken seriously, or sanctioned, leads students to the perception hazing is “not a big 
deal” (p. 55). It could be disadvantageous to wait until something happens or the law requires it; 
we must address “failure to report” in policies and procedures as soon as possible.  
Recommendation 3. Student affairs divisions must be transparent regarding hazing 
behavior. Student affairs divisions have an opportunity to correct student perceptions regarding 
hazing and the enforcement of policies and procedures. Consider South Carolina’s Tucker Hipps 
Transparency Act of 2016, which requires public colleges and universities to post online any 
misconduct violations that have been imposed on any fraternity or sorority (Crow & McGlone, 
2018). The law requires universities to “maintain a report of actual findings of violations of the 
institution’s Conduct of Student Organizations by fraternity and sorority organizations formally 
affiliated with the institution” (Tucker Hipps Transparency Act, 2016, para. 1). The researcher 
recommends taking initiative and developing a hazing transparency report tailored for your 
institution. The report may include the same information required in the Tucker Hipps 
Transparency Act, which includes the organization’s name, date of incident, charges, findings 
and sanctions placed on the organization. From this study and others, we know institutions of 





2015; Nuwer, 2004). Therefore, reports must expand beyond fraternities and sororities and 
include all registered student groups.  
Recommendation 4. Results from this study identify issues which should guide hazing-
related training, awareness, resource management, and intervention techniques. Student affairs 
practitioners must manage and reduce risk through various policies and educational initiatives. 
The current study confirms the need to address misperceptions, reduce disagreements as to what 
constitutes hazing, and provide targeted efforts for faculty and staff which specifically include 
advisors from all types of student organizations. 
It is easy to assume seasoned advisors have the information needed to successfully advise 
students. Results from this study indicate there are organization advisors, regardless of the 
number of years they have advised, unaware of West Virginia Antihazing Law that strengthen 
the argument for increased resources. Whether in person, online, or prerecorded, student 
organization advisor training should occur annually and opportunities to recertify advisors 
should occur once every 2 years. Recertification opportunities should be mandatory as a 
condition for approval to continue serving in an advisor capacity. 
Continuing education efforts should include convincing arguments for advisors to be 
proactive and visible in the education of students regarding hazing. Training opportunities must 
instill an understanding of shared responsibility in hazing prevention. Results from the present 
study show advisors are willing to respond if hazing occurs. To address the effectiveness of 
advisor intervention, they need the skill set to implement prevention strategies and opportunities 
to practice. Universities should allocate funds and resources for a campus training assessment 





Recommendation 5. Results revealed 64% of student organization advisors suspected 
hazing in other organizations, which leads to the question of what are advisors doing with this 
information. Are advisors expressing concerns with their students, and how does this affect their 
students’ perceptions? Incorrect assumptions influence student perceptions. New members may 
assume the advisor is aware that hazing occurred, when the advisor is unaware. This false 
perception that advisors are aware hazing occurred and do nothing to stop it, permits students to 
believe hazing is an acceptable activity. All student club and organization advisors must report 
hazing behavior to the institution.  
Spread out the responsibility of the organization advisor. Fraternities and sororities are 
moving away from the one advisor structure to a chapter council. Perhaps requiring more than 
one advisor may increase the likelihood of catching behavior and addressing it. There will also 
be peer accountability between each advisor (Hogan, Koespell, & Beverly, 2011). 
Limitations 
There were limitations in the design and implementation of the current study, which may 
have influenced the results. The study was restricted to student organization advisors at non-
profit, public or private, 4-year colleges and universities in West Virginia. The ability to 
generalize the results in all 50 states, may be limited. Two-year community colleges, for-profit, 
vocational, and special-focus institutions were not included in this research. Community colleges 
are primarily nonresidential, with students who tend to work part- or full-time and find it difficult 
to participate in campus activities (Chang, 2002). Furthermore, students at 2-year colleges had 
lower levels of participation in student organizations (Chang, 2002). 
Hazing is often concealed and is a controversial subject, and those who perpetuate the 





unwilling to participate. Self-reported results may have been influenced by social desirability or 
underreporting of undesirable behavior, which would make the results questionable.  
The cross-sectional research design limited data to a specific point in time. The timing of 
survey was chosen to coincide with the beginning of the academic year. Cross-sectional data 
may or may not reveal changes in perceptions and awareness throughout an academic year. West 
Virginia Antihazing law was amended in February 2019 and was publicized in statewide 
newspapers and may have influenced results.  
It is important to note the response rate was 32.8%, and these findings must be 
interpreted with caution as they may not be a full representation of organization advisors in West 
Virginia. A few things may have influenced the way advisors viewed the trustworthiness of the 
email invitation. A few student affairs departments provided advisor lists that only included 
email addresses. As a result, some recipients were emailed messages without a name or 
salutation. University spam detection software may have marked the email invitations as spam or 
rejected it altogether. Emails labeled as spam may have been directed to the junk folders of 
advisors. Additionally, participants were allowed to exit the survey at any time, and this resulted 
in responses that contained missing data at different points of the survey.  
Four universities were in the process of implementing new student organization 
management systems, and each institution expressed unexpected complications getting student 
organizations to register in the new platform. All four institutions underestimated the time 
needed to import and/or register all their organizations, which resulted in a much lower 







Implications for Future Research 
Research regarding student club and organization advisors is limited, and further study is 
necessary. The present study did not address student organization advisor’s capacity to 
successfully respond when hazing occurs. However, the results regarding advisors and their 
responses could be a good foundation on which to build a qualitative study. Future research 
studies could verify the practical implementations of the responses listed in the present study and 
explore what works best. In addition, it would be beneficial to examine the reasons student 
organization advisors choose whether to respond or not when hazing occurs.  
The present study did not ask student organization advisors if they had experienced 
hazing as a student. Future research could examine the influence of an advisor’s undergraduate 
hazing experience as it relates to their role in hazing prevention. In light of research suggesting 
students who have been hazed tend to disregard institutional and legal hazing definitions, future 
studies should investigate this phenomenon as it relates to club and organization advisors.  
Conclusion 
This research addressed student organization advisors’ awareness and perceptions of 
West Virginian Antihazing Law, awareness of hazing on their campuses, and their responses if 
hazing were to occur. Data indicated the majority of student organization advisors are aware of 
West Virginia Antihazing Law. Although some student organization advisors believe the law is 
ineffective in the prevention of hazing, there is evidence suggesting the contrary. Advisors who 
are not at all aware of West Virginia Antihazing Law are more likely to disagree that prohibited 
behaviors are hazing. On the other hand, advisors who are aware of law are more likely to agree 





misperceptions, reduce disagreements as to what constitutes hazing, and provide targeted efforts 
for faculty, staff, and volunteers specifically including student club and organization advisors.  
In addition, and perhaps more importantly, 25.9% of student organization advisors 
indicate they are aware of hazing behavior in their student organizations and others. These 
findings support those of previous studies that revealed some students believe their organization 
advisors were aware hazing occurred (Allan & Madden, 2008; Hoover & Pollard, 1999; Silveira 
& Hudson, 2015). Results from the current study revealed a large majority of advisors who 
indicate they would respond if hazing were to occur, which contradicts students’ perceptions that 
advisors are turning a blind eye. Furthermore, data showed 98% of student organization advisors 
were likely or very likely to feel responsibility for taking action.  
This research has contributed to the understanding of hazing behavior in West Virginia 
with research-based data and will assist decision makers with identifying issues and guiding 
hazing-related training, awareness, resource management, and intervention techniques. 
Eradicating hazing is the long-term goal and every individual has a responsibility to protect the 
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